Post-1994 land reform policies have had limited effects on land use in the communities surrounding Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserves in South Africa's Transkei region. Likewise, prior state interventions have largely been resisted and ignored. Instead, community-driven processes, influenced by the regional political economy, have shaped diverse patterns of changes in land use. These relate to the diverse livelihood styles in the area: different patterns of education, labor migration, and consumption have affected local use of land and forest products. Activities planned under land reform, however, may threaten local control of land tenure and use.
INTRODUCTION
This paper offers a long-term perspective on the limits of state-based land reform in the Transkei region, one of few land reform sites within one of South Africa's former African labor reserves. The Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserves (DCNR) are the site of one of the first successful claims involving a protected area under South Africa's post-1994 land restitution policies, and one of the earliest sites to see the creation of new landholding institutions under tenure reform
policies. Yet in late 2005, four years after the resolution of the claim and thirteen years after the struggle for restitution began, the claim and related tenure reform measures had few effects on local land use, either or outside the reserve.
The nature and effectiveness of state action around Dwesa-Cwebe has varied over time and space; despite the novelty of land reform, its consequences and limits show continuities with the past. The first section of the paper describes the limits of existing and past state interventions into land tenure and use at Dwesa-Cwebe, and how-largely in the absence of direct state intervention in land tenure and use-rural people with divergent "livelihood styles" (de Hahn and Zoomers 2005) have created distinct patterns of agricultural and residential land use, housing, and forest use. I then discuss potential contradictions between community-driven changes in land use and the agricultural and land tenure proposals created under the land restitution process.
Finally, in the conclusion I review the implications of this case for understanding land reform more broadly, focusing on the value of the concept of "livelihood styles," the importance of giving attention to locally-driven and community-led processes of land use change, and the importance of viewing contemporary interventions in relation to histories of successful and unsuccessful state intervention.
BACKGROUND: LAND AND THE STATE IN AFRICA
Debates over land tenure and land reform in Africa have focused attention on the degree and nature of state intervention in rural society. Influential studies have emphasized the weakness of colonial and postcolonial African states' attempts to establish "hegemony on a shoestring" (Berry 1993: 22) , the discrepancies between land policies and practices, the local institutions that exist alongside state-sponsored systems of tenure, and the embeddedness and negotiability of land rights (e.g. Berry 1993 , Platteau 1996 , Shipton 1989 , Juul and Lund eds. 2002 . In a recent critique, however, Pauline Peters has argued against an unquestioned assumption of "the incapacities of the state" (2004: 294, citing S.F. Moore 1998: 33; cf. Peters this issue). As she puts it, "the interventions of states in African rural societies may not be 'hegemonic,' but the degree to which their 'intrusive' acts...influence the patterns of access to and use of land needs to be a question rather than a conclusion that they have limited effect" (Peters 2004: 294) .
In contrast to the literature on the rest of sub-Saharan Africa, much research on tenure in South Africa (written with an implicit or explicit aim of critiquing the apartheid regime) through the early 1990s tended to anticipate a powerful state, capable of forceful intervention in rural African society. Work often focused on a description of land policy, its "distorting" effects on communal tenure and chiefs and headmen, and the distributive consequences of apartheid on landholding in the country as a whole, without detailed attention to local practices in areas where Africans retained access to land (e.g. Hendricks 1990 , Haines 1984 . As Cross argued in 1991, these assumptions left a need for attention to "the administrative gap between what the state and its bureaucracies prescribe and what people on the ground are actually doing." While "the state's success under apartheid in limiting black land-ownership and land access...is well-known," Cross noted, "what is less often seen is how far the state has actually failed to control land practice itself in relation to its African population" (Cross 1991: 64) .
At Dwesa-Cwebe, the question of the state's capacity finds multiple answers. State conservation agencies have largely succeeded in establishing and maintaining control over the Dwesa and Cwebe forests (later the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserves) over the past century.
Administrators' interventions in the land outside the reserves, under so-called "communal" tenure, have had fewer effects, creating space for locally-led innovations and transformations in land use.
COMMUNITY-LED TRANSFORMATIONS IN LAND USE
The lack of state intervention in the area-outside of the Nature Reserves reflects longstanding administrative weaknesses that date to the 19 th century (Fay 2003 , Andrew 1992 divergent patterns of land use. These correspond to the "School" and "Red" "resistance ideologies" described by Mayer (1980) and others in the literature on Xhosa-speaking populations, but I prefer to characterize these as "livelihood styles" here because the term draws attention to the ideological, aesthetic and material dimensions of livelihoods. 
Regional history and the origins of contemporary livelihood styles
The contemporary livelihood styles of the peoples on either side of the Mbashe River can be traced to the late 19 th century. The colonial period created enduring cultural and socioeconomic differences in the Dwesa and Cwebe communities, which have continued to influence land and resource use.
The current populations primarily settled following the 1877-78 frontier war, in which the expanding Cape Colony pushed eastward into previously independent African polities. On the Dwesa side, the colonial administration wanted a buffer zone to separate the defeated Xhosa king Sarhili from his allies, and settled loyalist Mfengu in the vacated land to the north and west of the Dwesa forest and to the west of the Mbashe River. Refugees from Natal, the Mfengu had allied with the colonial administration, and embraced Christianity and Western education. By 1887, a local school had won the praise of the administration, and in 1893, the Magistrate noted that the 'industrious Fingoes' had begun cultivation of cash crops ).
In the early 20 th century, Dwesa residents successfully produced maize for the market, continuing to do so longer than most rural Africans. By the 1940s, state subsidies and other supports to white farmers had largely undermined market production by Africans (Bundy 1988 ), but residents of the Dwesa side still produced maize for the market even in bad years, exporting it to nearby districts and further afield. In the following decades, however, price controls, lack of local storage facilities, and quality controls undermined local trade and export of Transkeian maize (Andrew 1992: 55) .
As in most of the African areas of rural South Africa, as agriculture declined, migrant labor became the mainstay of rural livelihoods. When Dwesa residents joined South Africa's migrant labor work force, they primarily went (and continue to go) to the economically diverse labor markets of Cape Town in search of work. By the 1990s, a distinct pattern of migration was in place: in 1999, the proportion of the population absent from the Dwesa community of Ntubeni (37 percent) was roughly twice that in the Cwebe communities; moreover, women made up the majority of migrants (Fay and Palmer 2002: 151) . Nearly a third of households had multiple generations absent, suggesting that entire nuclear families were migrating to town; moreover, 38 percent of households had an absent student, reflecting the value placed on education and the perception that urban schools are better (Fay and Palmer 2002: 153) . Most adults had some education; only 13 percent had not attended school (Fay and Palmer 2002: 156-157 Agricultural production for the market appears to have ended earlier on the Cwebe side, in part because maize was redirected to ceremonial and labor-mobilizing beer drinks rather than the market (Cook 1934 Labor migration took a different course on the Cwebe side. Migrants headed to the mines of the Witwatersrand, initially lured by cattle advances. Particularly in the days of single-sex hostels, mine labor allowed workers to minimize their expenditures on urban temptations, and labor migration was ritually incorporated into a rural-based moral system which stressed the imperative to "build the homestead" (Mayer 1980 , McAllister 2001 . The demographics of the migrant population have differed accordingly. Labor migration has remained largely limited to adult males in contrast to the Dwesa communities. Nearly two men were absent in 1998 for every woman, and only about 20 percent of the population was absent, roughly half the proportion as at Dwesa (Fay and Palmer 2002: 151-153) . At the same time, this pattern of migration has made Cwebe migrants particularly vulnerable to mine retrenchments associated with fluctuating metal and mineral prices.
The long-term effects of differing patterns of education and labor migration are evident in access to cash incomes. At Dwesa in 1998, 59 percent of households had a member in full-time employment, compared to 43 to 47 percent in the Cwebe communities (and 82 percent in a national sample from 1993; May 2000). Moreover, 55 percent of Dwesa residents had a member in part-time or self-employment, compared to only 11 to 14 percent in the Cwebe communities.
Population and Land scarcity
The livelihood styles described above have affected the landscape by affecting population density and perceptions of land scarcity and availability. Local-level time-series data are scarce through the 1960s, but it is possible to outline regional trends. For the Xhora magisterial district, (Timmermans 2004: 40-41) . 4 Timmermans has analyzed recent population trends in the two areas since the 1960s. In
Ntubeni (on the Dwesa side), population appears to be declining through urban migration; in Cwebe (on the Cwebe side), population appears to be increasing, leading to perceptions of land scarcity. As discussed above, a larger and more diverse proportion of the Dwesa population takes part in temporary urban migration. In addition, there has been permanent outmigration.
Based on aerial photos covering nearly 50 years and interview data, Timmermans has estimated that Ntubeni's population has been declining by 0.6 percent annually since 1962, and notes that a majority of informants stated that it had "either stayed the same or decreased" (Timmermans 2004: 75) . The Cwebe side reveals a contrasting trend: here, the population appears to have been increasing at 1.1 percent annually, and 75 percent of those surveyed perceived the population as increasing (Timmermans 2004: 75) .
Not surprisingly, these trends were reflected in perceptions of land scarcity. On the Dwesa side, at Ntubeni, Timmermans does not recount complaints about access to land. On the Cwebe side, complaints were commonplace: residents associated rising population with "inability to obtain a residential and/or arable site, more crowded residential areas, and a reduction in the amount of grazing" (Timmermans 2004: 76) . Residents of Hobeni (on the Cwebe side) also complained of localized scarcity, and in both Cwebe and Hobeni, new homesteads had recently been established in areas that had formerly been used exclusively for grazing and/or agriculture.
Shared Experiences of State Intervention
Dwesa and Cwebe residents were equally exposed to the state's interventions. The first of these was the Forest Department's "territorialization" 5 of the Dwesa and Cwebe forests through official demarcation in the 1890s, with an aim towards commercial exploitation. By the 1930s, the Forest Department had evicted the African residents of the forests, who settled among those living in the grasslands outside the forests (Fay, Timmermans and Palmer 2002: 52-56 
Agricultural land use
Local control of land has allowed divergent changes in agricultural land use on the two sides of the Mbashe. At both Dwesa and Cwebe, residents have followed a regional trend in the southeastern Transkei towards expanded cultivation of gardens adjoining homesteads, beginning in the mid-20th century (Andrew 1992) . This trend was facilitated by the weakness of the local administration; local magistrates occasionally warned headmen about allowing their subjects to expand their gardens well beyond their residential sites, but aerial photos and oral evidence make it clear that these concerns scarcely affected local land use practices (Fay 2003) .
In both communities, cultivation is best seen as a supplement to income from labor migration and state pensions. Residents of Dwesa and Cwebe generally cultivate for a portion of their household subsistence, and rely on purchased food for the balance. Output recorded by Timmermans (2004: 112) in both communities was comparable, averaging 160 kg of maize/household in Ntubeni (Dwesa) and 171 kg of maize/household in Cwebe. 9 Only nine percent of Dwesa residents and 2.7 percent of Cwebe residents described themselves as cultivating crops for sale (Palmer and Timmermans, unpublished data) while at Hobeni (Cwebe), nine percent of surveyed residents reported selling produce, although only one respondent sold more than one item (Fay 2003: 289) . In general, in Hobeni, food not consumed at home was redistributed in the community, in response to requests from family and neighbors, as payment for hired labor, or-for maize-through conversion to beer.
Residents of Dwesa and Cwebe cultivate in gardens adjoining their homesteads. In the Dwesa community of Ntubeni in 1998, 97 percent (all but one) of the surveyed homesteads had gardens (Timmermans 2004: 111) . On the Cwebe side, 79 (Cwebe) to 91 percent (Hobeni) of homesteads had attached gardens. Rates of cultivation at Dwesa and Cwebe were similar; between 80 and 88 percent of homesteads had cultivated their gardens in the previous year.
Although garden sizes vary considerably between homesteads, mean size at Dwesa (.28 ha) was considerably larger than at Cwebe (.17 ha) (Timmermans 2004: 111) . Garden cultivation has advantages over cultivation in remote fields, particularly if labor is scarce (Andrew 1992 , McAllister 1992 : because gardens are generally smaller than fields, they are easier to fence; because of their proximity, they are easier to manure and guard against theft and animal damage, and it is easier for women to integrate work in gardens adjoining their homesteads with other domestic tasks. People also cultivate a wider variety of crops in gardens; while fields are generally exclusively given over to beans, maize, and occasionally pumpkins, gardens often hold a range of additional vegetables (e.g. cabbage, tomatoes, potatoes, sweet potatoes, onions) and occasionally tobacco. On the Dwesa side, households grew an average of 3.9 crops, compared to 3.2 at Cwebe (Timmermans 2004: 112) Hobeni, are said to be very productive in dry years, but susceptible to water damage in wet years, while the gardens at residential sites are less productive in dry years but can take full advantage of rainier years.
Because only men of working age generally migrate, in contrast to the temporary migration of entire nuclear families at Dwesa, more labor is available in the Cwebe communities.
Labor and traction have remained highly mobile through work parties and ploughing companies, allowing poorer homesteads with land to continue cultivating. These institutions-associated with beer parties and the 'Red' traditionalist subculture that flourished around Cwebe-appear particularly important. Access to extra-household labor for weeding appears to be the single most important factor determining maize output on the Cwebe side (Fay 2003: 289-293) . While work parties for agricultural purposes were almost completely absent at Ntubeni in 2003, at
Cwebe, 16 of 36 households surveyed had participated in work parties (Palmer and Timmermans, unpublished data) . Of these, 15 were for weeding, the critical labor bottleneck in maize cultivation.
The diverse effects of villagization
In the midst of these divergent trends in land use, the state instituted a program of land use planning and forced villagization, known in South African administrative jargon as "betterment."
By restricting people to a 50m x 50m plot for their homestead and garden, the policy was at odds with local innovation in agriculture, which was based upon the expansion of gardens. All of the Dwesa-Cwebe communities were ordered to move under betterment planning during the 1970s and/or 1980s, creating depopulated buffer zones around the border of Dwesa-Cwebe Nature
Reserve.
While detailed reports on betterment on the Dwesa side are unavailable, it appears that removals were incomplete. At Ntubeni, residents were ordered to move (Timmermans 2004: 76) , but in 1998, only seven of forty households surveyed reported having moved because of betterment. Aerial photos from Mendwane suggest that removals there were more complete, at least adjoining Dwesa forest, where homesteads visible in 1961 aerial photos are absent in 1982 and later photos. Betterment also probably contributed to the pattern of field abandonment, as many of those removed were situated further from their fields.
On the Cwebe side, removals were also incomplete. People living in the neighborhoods adjoining the Nature Reserve were scattered among the homesteads of neighborhoods in "villages" further from the forest. In more remote areas, further from main roads, people were ordered to move to the new villages as well, but most did not do so. Villagization also did not lead to a decline in field-based agriculture on the Cwebe side. Despite being further away, those who were removed continued to use their old fields, and most began cultivating at their former residential sites, which were not reallocated by the state.
For those living in the new "villages," betterment had adverse consequences, creating tensions between the prior inhabitants of these areas and new residents. Many prior residents had their gardens and homestead sites subdivided to accommodate newcomers, and all lost the possibility of expanding their homestead gardens on the small sites allocated under villagization.
Concentrating people and livestock also led to unprecedented localized pockets of erosion (Fay 2003: 302; cf. de Wet 1989: 339) .
The enforcement of betterment policies was short-lived, however. In 1987, General
Bantu Holomisa seized control of the Transkei, inaugurating a period that, to many outsiders, appeared to bring the Transkei to the verge of anarchy. By 1989, the Holomisa government had cancelled enforcement of betterment (Fay 2003) .
Residents of the Dwesa and Cwebe side of the Mbashe responded differently to the end of enforcement of betterment policies. On the Dwesa side, nearly all removed people appear to have remained in their villagization sites. In part, this is attributable to a material dimension of their livelihood style: preferences for domestic architecture.
Dwesa residents built more permanent structures after they were forced to move.
Relatively wealthy and aspiring to an appearance of "modernity," they preferred purchased building materials-cement bricks, corrugated iron roofs, etc., and rectangular houses. At Ntubeni (on the Dwesa side) in 1998, the split between roofs of thatch (generally used on round huts or "rondavels" in South African English) and purchased zinc sheeting (generally used on rectangular houses) was roughly 50/50, whereas at Cwebe, over 90 percent of houses were roofed with thatch. Likewise, nearly a quarter of houses at Ntubeni used purchased prefabricated pine rafters, compared to 7.5 percent at Cwebe (Timmermans 2004: 119-121) . These figures reflect the relative wealth of people on the Dwesa side, but also cultural preferences for more Prior to forced villagization, Cwebe residents would reconfigure their homestead sites and shift the locations of homesteads, periodically relocating their houses, kraals and gardens to take advantage of localized soil fertility and to allow cultivated land to fallow. In the areas where people resisted betterment, they have continued to do so, but in the betterment "village,"
where people were resettled amidst existing residents, maintaining this flexibility in land use was impossible, given the small plots and artificially dense population.
Moving back has restored this flexibility in land use, and is likely to ameliorate some of the erosion caused by villagization. As areas within the "village" have been ploughed under and converted back to gardens, and as the paths around homesteads and gardens shift to accommodate changing land uses, they are being removed from the human and animal traffic that has led to the erosion. Likewise, people returning to their pre-villagization sites have left space for future reconfigurations of land use. Since 1993, the residential pattern in these areas has come to approximate the older pattern of settlement on ridges. Homesteads are generally 75m or more apart, with space for future reconfiguration of huts, kraals and gardens, and room to shift exhausted land out of production and open up more fertile land.
The Dwesa-Cwebe land claim also facilitated the reversal of betterment. Early in the negotiations, the forests were temporarily opened under a permit-based system in 1995, which was suspended in 1999 and cancelled in 2001, but which made building materials affordably available during the period when people on the Cwebe side began returning to their former sites (Fay 2003: 310-314) . While the ecology of the forests remains poorly understood, Timmermans' work suggests that extraction between 1995 and 1998 was within the regenerative capacity of the forest (Timmermans 2000: 239; cf. Timmermans 2004) . Despite Timmermans'
conclusion, and attempts to incorporate it into the Dwesa-Cwebe Development Plan and the management plan for the forests, the current reserve management has not allowed any harvesting since 2001. While illegal cutting has taken place sporadically, enforcement has been aggressive and several local residents were sentenced to year-long prison terms for cutting in 2004.
The Expansion of Wooded Land
At Dwesa-Cwebe, the environment outside the forests has been a dynamic actor: changes in land cover over recent decades-influenced by divergent patterns of land use and settlement-have affected present and potential future land uses. The area is affected by "bush encroachment," a process seen to degrade grazing land through the "encroachment by generally unpalatable trees and shrubs at the expense of palatable grasses over a time span of several decades" (Hudak 1999: 56; cf. Lent et al. 2000) . Field abandonment and villagization in the Eastern Cape has typically created conditions which promote bush encroachment, primarily by Acacia karoo (known locally as umnga), a tree described as "the most important woody invader of grassland in southern Shaped by the different agricultural and residential land use practices of Dwesa and Cwebe residents, bush encroachment has reinforced these divergent patterns.
THE FUTURE OF STATE INTERVENTION
Even as they were transforming land use outside the Dwesa and Cwebe forests, local residents were excluded from the forests. This exclusion inspired their land restitution claim, ultimately resolved successfully in 2001. As the site of a land claim, in which land ownership was transferred to a community trust, one might expect that land uses at Dwesa-Cwebe Nature
Reserve might be changing drastically. This is not the case. Early in the negotiations, the claimants agreed to maintaining the reserve's protected status, under a system of joint management, swayed by-or at least willing to entertain-the argument that tourism development in a protected area offered the best hope for improving local livelihoods . The land restitution agreement included the stipulation that the DCNR would remain a Hart 2002: 235-238, 259-262) , and the transfer of the Cwebe area from one district council to another. As of October 2005, when the activities described in the plan were supposed to be concluding, local government had just appointed a consulting firm to coordinate implementation of the overall plan.
Under the restitution agreement, Dwesa-Cwebe has also become a site for tenure reform, but governmental and community structures have both been slow to implement tenure reform.
Proposed tenure reforms at Dwesa-Cwebe has consisted of three elements. First, the land outside To date, then, the limited effects of land reform at Dwesa-Cwebe have followed a longstanding pattern: the conservation arm of the state has maintained its control over Dwesa and Cwebe forests, while local government has remained largely ineffective. 11 The post-1994 state has not effectively intervened in land tenure and land use in the areas outside the Nature Reserve (where the state has long had a strong, but spatially constrained presence), despite policies which
give it great long-term potential to intervene.
The absence of local government intervention is likely to change in coming years, once the implementation of the Dwesa-Cwebe Development Plan gets underway. I focus here on the relation between current land use and tenure patterns and the tenure reform proposals contained in the Development Plan. 12 While the plan is clearly a carefully prepared document, with evidence of fieldwork in the communities, participatory planning, and a consultation of some of the relevant academic literature, it still contains several recommendations that seem not to take into account local tenure and agricultural practices.
The first area of concern in the Development Plan are its proposals for agriculture. Early Given that all existing agricultural land is under the control of individual homesteads, that this pattern of ownership has allowed for ongoing agricultural production, and that lack of agricultural labor appears to be a significant constraint on agriculture, any attempt to introduce community gardens seems misguided. Community gardens are likely to end up competing, probably unsuccessfully, with individual households' gardens and fields for labor and inputs. As
McAllister argued years ago, with respect to Shixini, strategies should instead build on what people are already doing-expanding and intensifying cultivation in their gardens (McAllister 1992 ).
The second area of concern in the plan is its ambitious set of proposals for tenure reform.
The budget allocates R3.4 million-nearly a quarter of the total funds the communities are receiving in their land restitution claim-to land use planning and surveying. It calls for determination of property boundaries and registration of individual ownership, although the details of the procedures to be followed are not specified. Given that there are 2,270 homesteads in the Dwesa-Cwebe communities, most of which have more than one discrete land parcel, this seems like a recipe for an incomplete tenure reform, likely to create ambiguity and conflict (cf. Shipton 1989 , Platteau 1996 .
There is also the prospect that the new Communal Land Rights Act will survive its constitutional challenge; potentially, this could lead to the legal transfer of the land of both Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserve and the communities outside the reserves to tribal councils comprised of apartheid-era tribal authorities (chiefs and headmen). Prior to the passage of the Act, the Dwesa-Cwebe Land Trust expressed its opposition to the Act and the possibility of transfer of local land to tribal authorities in a document submitted to a public hearing on the Act (Dwesa-Cwebe Community Consultation 2003: 2). As I have argued at length elsewhere (Fay 2005) , these proposals would entrench land tenure administration at a level far remote from the neighborhood councils where existing decisions about land allocation and tenure are made, and place it under the aegis of Tribal Authorities who are on the payroll of state, without downward accountability to land users. 14 They would also create the risk that Tribal Authorities might attempt to enter into deals with tourism operators on Dwesa-Cwebe land without local consent, as has happened in one of the communities involved in the constitutional challenge to the CLRA (Ntimane 2006) .
What is clear from the proposals contained in the Development Plan (and more starkly in the simple fact that the community's restitution funds were transferred to local government, rather than to the Dwesa-Cwebe Land Trust, the legal owner of the land, and in the possibility of the transfer of land to Tribal Authorities under the CLRA) is that land restitution and tenure reform has considerable potential for outsiders to assert their presence in an area where it has scarcely been felt before. If this is the case, land reform may be the process through which local control of land tenure and use is lost.
CONCLUSION
This case has broader lessons to offer our understanding of land reform and the limits of the I have also highlighted the importance of recognizing community-driven processes of land reform. Cwebe residents undertook a community-driven land reform to reverse the negative effects of betterment villagization. As in their efforts to manage forested land outside the Dwesa-Cwebe Nature Reserves (Fay 2007) , local residents have been proactive, aiming to manage resources and effect changes where the state has been unwilling or unable to intervene.
Recognizing the limits of state-led land reform directs attention to processes of change that affect land tenure and land use but which fall outside the ordinary template of state or NGO programs.
As Stephen Turner has written of community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) in southern Africa, there is a need to give attention resource management in areas where the state is weak, aloof or absent. As Turner puts it, "people [in] communal areas are far from giving up on 'everyday' [locally-grounded] CBNRM. But their achievements and needs go largely unheeded in 'development' policies and processes" (Turner 2004: 20) . By reconceiving land reform as a process that is as likely to be community-driven as state-driven, our attention is refocused on local processes of change that may both be deserving of support, and at odds with the direction of state-driven policies. 
